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further, That the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall notify the ap-
propriate authorizing and appropriating 
committees when the 60-day review is initi-
ated: Provided further, That if water resource 
reports have not been transmitted to the ap-
propriate authorizing and appropriating 
committees within 15 days after the end of 
the Office of Management and Budget review 
period based on the notification from the Di-
rector, Congress shall assume Office of Man-
agement and Budget concurrence with the 
report and act accordingly. 

OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy; for research ac-
tivities pursuant to the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy Reauthorization Act of 
2006 (Public Law 109–469); not to exceed 
$10,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses; and for participation in joint 
projects or in the provision of services on 
matters of mutual interest with nonprofit, 
research, or public organizations or agencies, 
with or without reimbursement, $26,636,000; 
of which $1,316,000 shall remain available 
until expended for policy research and eval-
uation: Provided, That the Office is author-
ized to accept, hold, administer, and utilize 
gifts, both real and personal, public and pri-
vate, without fiscal year limitation, for the 
purpose of aiding or facilitating the work of 
the Office. 

COUNTERDRUG TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 
CENTER 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses for the 

Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center 
for research activities pursuant to the Office 
of National Drug Control Policy Reauthor-
ization Act of 2006 (Public Law 109–469), 
$10,000,000, which shall remain available 
until expended, consisting of $5,000,000 for 
counternarcotics research and development 
projects, and $5,000,000 for the continued op-
eration of the technology transfer program: 
Provided, That the $5,000,000 for counter-
narcotics research and development projects 
shall be available for transfer to other Fed-
eral departments or agencies. 

FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAMS 
HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS 

PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy’s High Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Areas Program authorized 
by the Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy Reauthorization Act of 2006 (Public Law 
109–469), $226,000,000 for drug control activi-
ties consistent with the approved strategy 
for each of the designated High Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Areas, of which no less 
than 51 percent shall be transferred to State 
and local entities for drug control activities: 
Provided, That up to 49 percent, to remain 
available until September 30, 2009, may be 
transferred to Federal agencies and depart-
ments at a rate to be determined by the Di-
rector, of which not less than $2,100,000 shall 
be used for auditing services and associated 
activities: Provided further, That High Inten-
sity Drug Trafficking Areas Programs des-
ignated as of September 30, 2007, shall be 
funded at no less than the fiscal year 2007 
initial allocation levels unless the Director 
submits to the Committees on Appropria-
tions, and the Committees approve, justifica-
tion for changes in those levels based on 
clearly articulated priorities for the High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Area Programs, as 
well as published Office of National Drug 
Control Policy performance measures of ef-
fectiveness: Provided further, That a request 

shall be submitted in compliance with the 
reprogramming guidelines to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations for approval prior to 
the obligation of funds of an amount in ex-
cess of the fiscal year 2007 budget request. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOOZMAN 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BOOZMAN: 
Page 27, line 6, insert before the period the 

following: ‘‘: Provided further, that $6,000,000 
shall not be made available until the Direc-
tor of the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy certifies in writing that regulations 
established for the designation of high inten-
sity drug trafficking areas include a require-
ment that the Director, in considering 
whether to designate an area as a high inten-
sity drug trafficking area, shall consider 
whether the area lies within a State that al-
ready receives assistance under the High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Areas program’’. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is reserved. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

My amendment would encourage the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy 
to give careful consideration to States 
that do not currently benefit from the 
HIDTA program when considering the 
request of law enforcement agencies 
for a new HIDTA designation. 

The Office of National Drug Control 
Policy Reauthorization Act of 2006 was 
enacted on December 27, 2006. This law 
requires the Director of ONDCP to es-
tablish regulations under which a coa-
lition of interested law enforcement 
agencies from an area may petition for 
designation as a high intensity drug 
trafficking area. 

My amendment would require that of 
the $226 million in HIDTA funding in 
the underlying bill, $6 million will not 
be made available until the Director of 
the ONDCP certifies in writing that 
specific regulations have been estab-
lished for the consideration of HIDTA 
application. Specifically, the Director 
must take into consideration whether 
an area that may be designated as a 
HIDTA lies within a State that already 
receives assistance from the HIDTA 
program. 

I do not believe we should mandate a 
preference for States like Arkansas 
that have been overlooked in the des-
ignation process, but I do believe we 
should encourage ONDCP to take this 
fact into consideration when reviewing 
HIDTA applications. 

I have seen the tragic effects of in-
creased drug manufacturing and traf-
ficking in Arkansas, especially the 
trafficking of meth. Arkansas is one of 

several States, including Minnesota, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Dela-
ware and several others, that have been 
excluded from the HIDTA program, de-
spite many characteristics that make 
it both an ideal setting for illegal drug 
manufacturing and perfectly situated 
for trafficking. 

In recent years Arkansas has made 
great progress and has much to be 
proud of, but we still face serious chal-
lenges when it comes to drug traf-
ficking. Our State has one of the most 
serious meth problems per capita of 
any State in the country. Our State 
has become home to branches of some 
of the Nation’s major gangs and has a 
transportation network that makes it 
ideal for drug traffickers targeting 
metropolitan areas, including St. 
Louis, Little Rock, Chicago, Memphis, 
Kansas City and so on. My congres-
sional district has one of the top 10 
fastest-growing metropolitan statis-
tical areas in the Nation, and recently 
our State’s largest city found itself 
high on a list of cities in the Nation 
suffering from violent crime. 

Again, I am really discouraged in the 
sense that despite all of these facts, Ar-
kansas and several States in similar 
situations have been overlooked in the 
HIDTA designation process. I don’t ask 
for special preference for my State, but 
I do request that ONDCP give fair con-
sideration to States in my situation. 

I want to thank the chairman and 
ranking member for their hard work on 
the underlying bill. But again, this is 
just an effort to try and help the 
States that are in the same situation 
as Arkansas. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I 

make a point of order against the 
amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriation bill and 
therefore violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ The amend-
ment imposes additional duties. There-
fore, I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The amendment is in the form of a 
limitation. Under clause 2(c) of rule 
XXI, an amendment in that form is not 
in order until the entire bill has been 
read. The point of order is sustained 
and the amendment is not in order. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
OTHER FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAMS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For activities to support a national anti- 

drug campaign for youth, and for other pur-
poses, authorized by the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy Reauthorization Act of 
2006 (Public Law 109–469), $197,800,000, to re-
main available until expended, of which the 
amounts are available as follows: $93,000,000 
to support a national media campaign: Pro-
vided, That the Office of National Drug Con-
trol Policy shall maintain funding for non- 
advertising services for the media campaign 
at no less than the fiscal year 2003 ratio of 
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